Inspector Franks conceded that he had no reason to believe
that cutting the entries wider than permitted by the roof
control plan was a common practice, or that the existence
of such wide entries was prevalent on the section where the
violation, occurred.  Further,"the record reflects that abatement
was achieved immediately by installing additional timbers to
narrow the entries to the required widths.  Inspector Franks
issued the citation at 10:45 a.m., and abatement was achieved
by 11:30 a.m. that same day.  Given these circumstances,
driving the two entries for an additional width of five feet
at the two cited locations for a distance of some ten feet
was not extensive, and it does not appear that many additional
timbers had to be installed to reduce the otherwise supported
entries to the required roof control plan widths.  There is
no evidence as to how ibong the condition existed, and the
inspector was unaware of any roof falls in the mine caused
by cutting wide entries.  Further, there is no evidence as
to the condition of the roof areas at the cited locations,
nor is there any evidence that those locations were not roof
bolted or otherwise supported.

In support of his "S&S" finding, Inspector Franks alluded
to an accident report concerning a past roof fall, and he also
mentioned some past violations of the roof control plan.
However, there is nothing of record detailing all of these
events, nor has any connection been established between those
past events and the conditions cited by the inspector in
this case.  The inspector's reference to a prior roof fall
accident is contrary to his testimony that any such falls
have been caused by cutting wide entries.  Absent any credible
information as to all of these past events, I conclude and
find that they are too speculative and general to support any
"S&S" finding.  Accordingly, I cannot conclude that the petitioner
has established that this violation is significant and substantial,
and the inspector's finding IS REJECTED.
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Although the respondent contested the inspectorVs "S&S"
finding, it conceded that the lack of roof support. timbers
constituted a violation of the roof control plan an<3 .section
75.200 {Tr. 145), and it has not rebutted the inspeptor's
testimony in this regard.  Accordingly,,-. the citation IS AFFIRMED.

The record establishes that while the roof was'bolted,
there were about 200 roof support timbers which had not been
installed in accordance with the roof control plan at the the                                      \
